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The purpose of this journal is “to promote a climate of respect,
understanding and sharing between Jewish and Christian communities;
not only for the exercise of love and appreciation of the other,
but also for the discovery of truths and values which
surpass the genius of both traditions.”
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inspired and nurtured through a common reflection anchored
in the experience of the SHABBAT.
Contents

Shabbat Shalom
A Journal of Jewish-Christian Reflection

Editorial

3
Editor

Interviews

Lee Spetner
Ariel A. Roth
Letters to the Editor

4
7
13

Hebrew Scriptures

Bereshit: The Mystery of Creation

14

Layout & Design

Cesar A. Soto

Subscriber Services

Steve Hanson

Consulting Editors

Manuel Vasquez
Amram Elofer

Editorial Assistant

Martin Pröbstle

Editorial Secretary

Dorothy Show

By Jacques Doukhan
Roots

Creation Old and New

Jacques B. Doukhan

18

By Robert M. Johnston
Archaeology

Ancient Texts
and the Bible’s Account of Creation

20

By Randall W. Younker
News

Conferences on the Holocaust

23

Viewpoint

From Creation to Encounter

24

By A. Hadas
Recent Books
2 SHABBAT SHALOM / Spring 2000

SHABBAT SHALOM is published three times per year by the
North American Division of the General Conference of Seventhday Adventists. Yearly subscriptions are $6.00 in the U.S.A., $8.00
overseas. Mail check or money order to: Subscriptions, SHABBAT SHALOM, 55 West Oak Ridge Drive, Hagerstown, MD 21740. Address
editorial correspondence to: Editor, SHABBAT SHALOM, Andrews
University, Berrien Springs, MI 49104-1535. Fax: 616.471.6202;
email: sshalom@andrews.edu ©1999 SHABBAT SHALOM. All
rights reserved.
If you have received SHABBAT SHALOM without subscribing, you
will not be billed later. Someone, thinking you would like the magazine, has sent you a gift. Enjoy!
Vol. 47, No. 1

26

Cover: Detail from “The Creation of Adam” by Michelangelo, from the
ceiling of the Sistine Chapel in the Vatican, 1511.

Editorial

The Unbelievable Belief

Jacques B. Doukhan, D.H.L., Th.D.

T

o believe in Creation is not just a
matter of faith, it is
also common sense. The French
philosopher Voltaire was compelled to recognize that the watch
could not have existed if there
were not a watchmaker. Before
Voltaire Rabbi Akiba also noted:
“If a house could not have existed
if there were not a builder, a garment if there were not a weaver,
and a door if there were not a carpenter, so does the Universe
which could not have existed if
there were not a Creator”
(Midrash Temurah, ch. 5).
And yet, faith and common
sense are not enough on this matter. Still many believers, Christians and Jews, and many reasonable and intelligent people do not
believe in Creation. For Creation

is the most unbelievable belief.
Perhaps because Creation is the
only event of human history that
had no human witness.
This story makes sense, however: It is the only rational explanation for our faith; it is also the
only reasonable key to our mystery. So, whether we demand a
scientific explanation or prefer to
wonder and remain at awe before
the unexplainable, we are confronted with the same questions:
Why? How?
Scientists, theologians, rabbis
may try to answer these questions, through scientific hypothesis, or beautiful stories, but even
if we have the answer to the why
or the how, we are still left with
another question suspended in
the void—How long?—yearning
for another, the new Creation.
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Interview

Lee Spetner

Dr. Spetner has been active for
more than forty years in militarysystems development, about 20
years with the Applied Physics
Laboratory of the Johns Hopkins
University and about 20 years
with Elbit Systems, Ltd. in Israel.
He received a degree in mechanical engineering from Washington
University in 1945 and the
Ph.D. in physics from MIT in
1950. In the course of his career
he has taught graduate courses in
engineering, physics, and mathematics. For many years he taught
statistical communication theory
at the Johns Hopkins University
and later at the Weizman Institute of Science. He developed an
interest in biology and evolution
when he spent a year in the biophysics department of the Johns
Hopkins University in 1963-64.
In 1997 he published a book Not
By Chance! that shows why neoDarwinian theory cannot explain
the development of life. He is retired and living in Jerusalem, but
he is still active, doing research in
biology and evolution.
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S

habbat Shalom: Dr.
Spetner, what initially kindled your
interest in creation? .
Spetner: There was no one
thing that “kindled” my interest
in creation. It is a subject that I
was brought up on at an early
age.
Shabbat Shalom: Is creation a
relevant topic today in the
twenty-first century? Why?
Spetner: I think that there is a
lot of misunderstanding about
creation, both in the scientific
.
camps and in the religious camps.
With the rapid movement of science today, I think we can look
forward to a continuation of the
convergence of the theological
and the scientific understandings
of creation.

Shabbat Shalom: Why is creation important in Jewish tradition? What role does creation play?
Spetner: Creation is important
because it informs us that the
entire universe belongs to the
One who created it and that we,
both Jew and non-Jew, have obligations to Him. We are responsible to find out what those obligations are and to carry them out.
The obligations of the Jew are
more than those of the non-Jew,
but the responsibilities are
equally strict in both cases. If the
universe were not created, but
rather were the product of pure
chance, none of us would have
any absolute obligations. Our
obligations would be only those
we impose on ourselves.

Shabbat Shalom: What does
the Jewish faith in creation imply for a Jewish understanding
of God, man, and life?
Spetner: I don’t know what
is meant by “faith in creation.”
Creation is something we have
knowledge of. We have, however, only a limited understanding of creation, because
not everything has been revealed to us. There have been
special scholars in each generation who have had the ability
and the merit to understand
more than others. It is not possible to understand creation
from the text of Genesis alone.
The account is too brief, and it
was not the purpose of Genesis
to give us those details. For
m o re d e t a i l e d i n f o r m a t i o n
about creation one has to study
the Oral Torah. I think that science has a contribution to
make here, but one must be
careful to temper the scientific
understanding with a measure
of humility. Many people tend
to think that present-day cosmological theories give us the
correct (and only legitimate)
picture of the universe and its
origin. But we have seen scientific theories change radically
in a matter of decades. I think
that there will eventually be a
synthesis of science and revelation in these matters, but we
are at present far from this goal.
Shabbat Shalom: Do you
think that creation really happened? If yes, how?
Spetner: Yes, I believe creation happened. I think almost
everyone, believer and atheist
alike, believes that, mainly
from the evidence of the “Big
Bang.” I don’t know how the
“Big Bang” was triggered, and
I don’t think anyone else professes to know either. But I am
confident that I know who was

If the universe were not created,
but rather
.
were the product of pure chance, none of us
would have any absolute obligations.
responsible for that trigger.
Cosmologists cannot observe
anything before the universe
became transparent to radiation. They cannot even theorize
with any reliability about any-

We see science today
converging on some
of the details of
creation in Torah
tradition.
thing that happened until after
10 -35 seconds after the big bang.
Whatever references we have in
the Oral Torah to the actual
creation are sufficiently obscure
that they are difficult for us to
interpret reliably. Nevertheless,
we see science today converging on some of the details of
creation in Torah tradition.
The “how” is something that
science is busy trying to answer.
Shabbat Shalom: When did
creation take place in history?
Spetner: That is an interesting question. All scientific evidence points to about 15 billion years ago. I cannot say yet
whether this is or is not consistent with Torah tradition because, as I said, the meaning of
some of the traditional statements on this issue are obscure.
But it seems to be clear that the
actual creation of the universe
occurred before the “First Day”
of creation as recorded in Genesis. Rabbi Isaac of Acco (12501350) taught that at the time
of the creation of Adam the
universe was 15.3405 billion

years old. The Genesis story is
n o t t h e f i r s t c re a t i o n . T h e
w o r l d w a s c re a t e d a n d d e stroyed many times before that.
A careful reading of Genesis
indicates that at the time of the
creation of Adam (which, according to tradition, was 5760
years ago) the earth already existed. Jewish tradition has usually shied away from discussing
events that occurred before the
Genesis account. But there are
good reasons for investigating
them.
Shabbat Shalom: Your recent book Not by Chance! is
subtitled Shattering the Modern Theory of Evolution. Could
you briefly summarize for our
readers the main argument(s)
by which you shattered the
modern theory of evolution?
Spetner: My main argument
is that the mechanism of random mutation and natural selection, which is assumed by
evolutionists to be responsible
for all of evolution, cannot account for the development of
life from some simple beginning to all the complexity we
see today. Random mutation
with natural selection cannot
account for macroevolution. It
cannot account for the appearance of small modifications
that could build up over long
periods of time to produce the
kinds of changes that would
cause a fish to evolve into an
amphibian. The power of natural selection is only to reject the
modifications that are unfit
and to enhance the numbers of
those that are fit. The book presents two arguments showing
Spring 2000 / SHABBAT SHALOM 5

that the long sequence of evolutionary steps required by neoDarwinian theory cannot be
built on random mutations.
First, calculations show that
the probability of getting a long

Shabbat Shalom: Do you see
other scientific arguments
against evolution?
Spetner: There are other arguments against evolution, but
the above are the strongest and

The long sequence of evolutionary steps
required by neo-Darwinian theory cannot be
built on random mutations.
sequence of adaptive mutations
is too low to account for speciation. If a theory is forced to
say that observable events have
had to happen with very small
probability, then that theory
cannot be said to account for
those observables.
Second, of all the many mutations that have been studied
on the molecular level, there is
not one that could serve as a
prototype for the billions of
mutations postulated by evolutionary theory to be responsible
for the evolution of new species, new genera, and new
phyla. The lack of such an observation does not only represent a lack of evidence for evolution; it is actually evidence
against neo-Darwinian theory.
For all of life to have evolved
from a primitive form like a
single cell, a large amount of
information would have had to
evolve in the process, simply
because the complex life of today contains much more information that that single primitive cell could have contained.
Neo-Darwinian theory postulates that all that information
was built up slowly through
random mutations culled by
natural selection. There is no
evidence or any argument in
favor of that postulate. Moreover, both theory and evidence
are against it.
6 SHABBAT SHALOM / Spring 2000

least subject to rebuttal by
evolutionists.
Sh a b b a t S h a l o m : W h a t
would you regard as scientific
arguments against creation?
Spetner: I know of no scientific arguments against creation, whether the creation of
the universe or the creation of
life. What are offered as “scientific” arguments against the

creation. In chapter 7 of my
book, I discuss how the ability
to change is built in to living
organisms. Creation does not
exclude this kind of evolution,
and there is good evidence that
such evolution has occurred. In
principle, creation could include the evolutionary process,
as some theologians think. But
I am not of that opinion.
Shabbat Shalom: Does the
biblical story of creation in
Genesis 1 have something to
say about the scientific process
of creation?
Spetner: The story in Genesis is, in itself, too brief to
shed much light on the process
of creation in the kind of detail that would have meaning
for science. Additional details
in the Oral Torah shed more

What are offered as “scientific” arguments
against the creation of life are nothing more
than an assumption that supernatural
intervention must be ruled out.
creation of life are nothing
more than an assumption that
supernatural intervention must
be ruled out. That, of course,
is not an argument.
Shabbat Shalom: Do you
think that creation excludes
evolution?
Spetner: The word “evolution” is used in a slippery way
by evolutionists. In selling their
philosophy to the public, “evolution” means the development
of all life from a simple beginning. When giving evidence for
evolution, the word is watered
down to mean simply that there
has been change. ”Evolution”
in the sense of change is of
course not incompatible with

light on the subject, and these
details can, in some instances,
correlate with the origin of the
universe as presently understood by cosmologists. But we
must remember that the
present picture offered by cosmologists is not their final
word; it will very likely change
in the next decade or less.

Interview

Ariel A. Roth

Dr. Ariel A. Roth was born
in Geneva, Switzerland, and
grew up in Europe, the Caribbean and North America. Holding a Ph.D. degree in zoology
from the University of Michigan, he has been chairman of
the Biolog y Departments at
Andrews and Loma Linda Universities, and from 1980 to
1994 was director of the Geoscience Research Institute at
Loma Linda, California. For
23 years he has been editor of
the journal Origins.
Dr. Roth has been active in
the evolution-creation controversy in the United States, testifying before many educational
and legal groups, and has conducted numerous geological and
paleontological field trips in
Australia, New Zealand, Europe and North America. He has
published over a hundred and
fifty articles in both scientific
and popular journals, and has
given many hundreds of lectures
throughout the world. His book
Origins: Linking Science and
Scripture presents scientific evidence that confirms the Bible.

S

habbat Shalom:
Dr. Roth, what initially kindled your
interest in creation?
Roth: Early in my childhood,
I remember my father discussing
the controversy between evolutionary and biblical views. Geological interpretations were very
important as they related to the
Genesis flood and the proposed
long geologic ages for the rocks.
Especially significant was the
question of whether we as human
beings had descended from apelike creatures as proposed by evolution, or whether we were created in God’s image as depicted
in the Bible. My interest increased dramatically when, as a
graduate student, so many of my
science classes emphasized evolution as the only reasonable alternative, and some of my profes-

sors expressed concern about my
views.
Shabbat Shalom: Is creation a
relevant topic today in the
twenty-first century? Why?
Roth: The concept of creation
is sometimes dismissed as archaic
and irrelevant. But this is not the
thinking of many. A 1997 Gallup
poll of adults in the United States
indicates that only 10% believe
that humnas originated by a
purely evolutionary process; 39%
believed that God guided in a
process of development over millions of years; while 44% believed
that God created humans in the
last 10,000 years. The question
of our origin has profound implications regarding the meaning
of life, our purpose, duty, and our
ultimate destiny. These are not
questions that we can dismiss
now any more easily than we
Spring 2000 / SHABBAT SHALOM 7

could fifty or one hundred years
ago. In 1916, 40% of scientists

The question of our
origin has profound
implications
regarding the
meaning of life, our
purpose, duty, and
our ultimate destiny.
indicated that they believed in a
personal God that answers
prayer. A similar survey in 1996
indicated that about 40% of scientists still believed in a personal
God that answers prayer. There
has not been much change over
the last century. While many scientists believe in God, the concept of God is excluded from current scientific explanations. To
include God is considered unscientific. The great controversy
between science and the Bible
that started two centuries ago still
rages in 2000 C.E.
Shabbat Shalom: Why is creation important in Christian tradition? What role does creation
play?
Roth: One of the things we
humans puzzle about is how the
natural world that we see all
about us came to be. The Bible
tells us that God was involved in
the original creation of the world
and the things we find therein.
We are not left in the dark about
this, although we do not have all
the details we would like. If God
is the Creator of the universe, this
establishes His authority above
all others. None is greater, and
that greatness commands its due
respect.
Shabbat Shalom: How different is the Jewish understanding
8 SHABBAT SHALOM / Spring 2000

of creation from the Christian
understanding of creation?
Roth: In general there is remarkable similarity. The only
major difference is that Christianity includes Christ as creator.
This is supported by some passages of the New Testament of the
Bible. Both Judaism and Christianity entertain a variety of interpretations about creation, but
when it comes to the inspired accounts of God’s creative acts in
the beginning, there is little difference. At the beginning of both
the Jewish Torah and the Christian Bible we have the same account of creation in the book of
Genesis. In that account God
prepares the Earth and creates the
various forms of life in six days
and rests on the seventh day, the
Sabbath.
Some, in attempting to reconcile evolutionary views with the
Torah or the Bible, have proposed views of the gradual development of life forms by God over

While many
scientists believe in
God, the concept of
God is excluded
from current
scientific
explanations.
millions or billions of years. One
model called theistic evolution
suggests that God used the evolutionary process and He helped
whenever evolution had major
problems. Another model called
progressive creation proposes that
God gradually created more advanced forms of life during many
creation episodes spread over

many millions of years. Both
these models face serious scientific and theological problems.
Shabbat Shalom: It appears
that Christian tradition has emphasized salvation at the expense
of creation whereas Jewish tradition has emphasized the value
of creation. Do you have any
comments on this antithesis?
Roth: Tradition is important
but varies with time and place. I
personally appreciate any emphasis that the Jewish tradition places
on creation since this has been
my area of special interest. On
the other hand, life is so meaningful to us, that I suspect that
salvation is probably a more important question.
Shabbat Shalom: What are the
practical implications of the biblical idea of creation?
Roth: The Bible tells us that
God created in six days. Then He
rested on the seventh day. He
asked humans to keep the seventh day holy as a memorial of
His creatorship and His creation.
The biblical creation week implies the keeping of the holy Sabbath as a memorial of that creation. This Sabbath-keeping is a
help to people to keep them from
forgetting their Creator.
Scholars who suggest that creation took a very long time propose that the account given in
Genesis is mythology and not
history. However, later on that
part of the Bible that is accepted
as historical also speaks of God’s
creating in six days. Probably the
most authoritative part of the
Bible and the Torah is the Ten
Commandments, given after the
exodus of the Children of Israel
from Egypt. These commandments were written by God’s own
hand, and there in Exodus 20:11
He asks us to keep the Sabbath
holy because He created in six
days. It would be a strange kind

of God who would create over
millions of years and then ask us
to keep the seventh-day Sabbath
holy because He created in six
days. Furthermore, other leading
biblical authorities including
Peter, Paul, and
Christ consider
the account of
beginnings
given in the
Bible to be factual. I think of passages like 2 Peter 3:3-6, Romans 5:12-14 or
Matthew 19:4-6.
Shabbat Shalom: What does
the Christian faith in creation
imply for a Christian understanding of God, humans, and
life?
Roth: Let me start answering
by asking some different questions. Why are we here on Earth?
What is the meaning of existence?
It is hard to think that the meaningfulness of our existence is just
an accident. These deep questions
find satisfying and valid answers
in the context of creation. The
Bible and the Torah tell us that
God is the Creator. We are also
told that we were created in God’s
image, and this implies a special
relationship. On the one hand, we
are responsible to God our Creator. On the other hand, we are
special and God is doing all He
can to help us in the great conflict between good and evil. Thus
creation provides reasonable and
meaningful answers to questions
about our origin and purpose.
Shabbat Shalom: If you could
single out the most meaningful
lesson of the creation story in
Genesis, what would it be?
Roth: The most important
lesson we can learn from cre-

ation is that God is in charge.
While He gives us the power of
choice, including freedom to
choose good and evil, it is good
to know that our powerful and
good Creator is in
ultimate control.
This means that
since He was powerful enough to
create us, He is
powerful enough
to recreate us now
and in the life to come.
Shabbat Shalom: Do you
think that creation really happened? If yes, how?
Roth: Yes, I think creation really happened. The universe is
too marvelous, life is far too complex, and our existence too meaningful, for me to think that there
is not some mastermind behind
it all. Furthermore, I would expect that any creator who designed our minds would communicate with his creatures. As I
look at the various possibilities
for that communication, the
Bible seems the most reasonable.
Many historical, archaeological,
and scientific facts—yes I said
scientific facts—authenticate the
Bible. In that Bible I find that
God is the Creator of all. Many
details of how He did it are not
given, but He is such a powerful
Creator that it did not take Him
long to do it.
Shabbat Shalom: In your recent book Origins you attempt
to link science and Scripture,
and in the process you propose
the biblical model of a recent
creation by God. So when did
creation take place in history?
Roth: Both the Bible and the
Torah suggest that the creation of
life on Earth took place a few

Sabbath-keeping is a
help to people to keep
them from forgetting
their Creator.

The most important lesson we can learn from
creation is that God is in charge.

thousand years ago. No specific
exact time is given, and the genealogies and various manuscripts permit different interpretations, but these documents are
not talking about millions of
years. We are probably speaking
of around 6,000 to 10,000 years
ago.
This immediately raises the
question about the current scientific interpretations that life
has been evolving on Earth for
billions of years. Which is correct: science or the Bible? There
is not very much scientific data
that points to only a few thousand years since creation, but it
is impressive that the firm evidence for humans on Earth suggests only a few thousand years
of existence. I am speaking of the
findings of archaeology, history
and written languages. These all
suggest only a few thousand
years. If humans have been
around for at least half a million
years as proposed by many anthropologists, where are all the
ancient cities and other evidences
such as cemeteries or burial
places for the vast population
that would have developed over
half a million years? Our rare examples about ancient fossil man
are often disputed, but recent archaeological and historical findings about recent man are abundant and unquestionably human.
There are several geologic processes that are so fast that they
severely challenge the concept of
the billions of years proposed for
the evolution of life-forms on
Earth. For instance, the rate of
erosion of our continents goes on
so rapidly that in the proposed
eons of geologic time they would
have been eroded to sea level over
100 times, but they are still here.
The suggestion by some geologists that the continents have
been renewed from below to reSpring 2000 / SHABBAT SHALOM 9

The universe is too marvelous, life is far too
complex, and our existence too meaningful, for
me to think that there is not some mastermind
behind it all.
place the eroded portions is not
an answer, because many of the
proposed young to old layers are
still right here on the continents.
We have not gone through even
one complete cycle of erosion and
replacement.
Another significant feature
that challenges long ages for the
geologic layers of the crust of the
Earth is that these layers seem
very flat as they lie one on top of
the other. In contrast, the present
surface of the Earth is well carved
by irregular erosion forming gullies, valleys and canyons. If there
had been lots of time in the past,
we would expect the same irregularities of erosion in the older layers. We would especially expect
this where major parts of the layers are missing. Sometimes hundreds of millions of years are postulated by geologists to be missing between layers. Yet when we
look at those layers we see virtually no erosion during those assumed immense time periods. It
looks more like these layers were
laid down rapidly during the
Genesis flood (see Figure 1).
In the great question about the
age of the geologic layers it is
helpful to note that the worldwide flood described in Genesis
is crucial to the biblical concept
of a recent creation. The great
Genesis flood is the cause of the
geologic layers; and the fascinating fossils we find in them represent organisms that perished in
that event.
Shabbat Shalom: What correspondence between science and
Scripture is for you most breathtaking?
10 SHABBAT SHALOM / Spring 2000

Roth: I personally get most
interested in the evidence found
in the geologic layers. This is crucial to the question of a recent
creation versus a long evolution-

cepted as a normal part of Earth’s
history. The proposed impact of
a large meteor that caused the
death of dinosaurs is an example.
Geologists are not turning to the
biblical model of Earth’s history,
but many of their new rapid catastrophic interpretations fit nicely
with the biblical model of the
Genesis flood as the major geologic event since the creation of
life.

Geologists used to think only in terms of slow,
gradual changes. That has changed. Major
rapid catastrophic changes are now accepted as
a normal part of Earth’s history.
ary process. It is of interest that
in the last decades there has been
a major philosophical breakthrough in geologic thinking towards major catastrophic interpretations. Geologists used to
think only in terms of slow,
gradual changes. That has
changed. Major rapid catastrophic changes are now ac-

Shabbat Shalom: What would
you regard as the most important scientific arguments against
evolution?
Roth: Probably the most baffling problem evolution faces is
the question of the origin of life.
It turns out that the simplest
form of independent life that we
know of is extremely complex.

View of the Grand Canyon of the Colorado River in Arizona. The arrows from top to bottom point to three assumed gaps (missing layers) of
about 6, 14, and 100 million years. One would expect a lot of irregular
erosion during these long periods of time, but the contacts at these gaps
are neatly flat, indicating that these long periods of time did not take place.

Figure 1

How could many thousands of
delicate and complicated molecules come together at the right
time and place so to form the first
living organism? And after you
have simple life, you then need
to evolve it into more complex
advanced organisms like fishes
and orchids. Almost all biological systems are complex, consisting of many interdependent
parts. However, the search for an
evolutionary mechanism that
would produce complex systems
has been futile. Darwin’s idea of
natural selection actually interferes with the gradual development of complexity. Of course,
there are a number of other important arguments. If evolution
is for real, why don’t we see newly
evolving organs? Evolution proposes that life developed over billions of years. But when mathematically evaluated, these billions of years are far too short for
the highly improbable events
postulated. Further, it appears
that geologic events such as erosion proceed much faster than
can be accounted for over the
eons of proposed time. Another
serious problem is the almost total absence of fossil evolutionary
intermediates between major
kinds of organisms. Many scientists who do not believe in the
biblical account of creation have

Roth: The word evolution
means many different things. If
you think of the usual meaning,
which is the gradual development
of life from simple to complex
over eons of time (macroevolution), then creation by God in six
days as described in the Bible
cannot be reconciled with evolution. On the other hand, if by
evolution you mean only the
small changes we see in succeeding generations of living organisms, as some germs show when
they adjust to various antibiotics
(microevolution), then this type
of evolution easily fits with creation. In a creation context this
limited variability is interpreted
as a degree of adaptability created
by God so as to permit organisms
to adjust and survive under varied conditions. Under these circumstances creation does not exclude the microevolutionary type
of evolution.
Shabbat Shalom: Do biologists and other scientists still regard it to be “the ultimate scientific sin” to involve purpose
and design in questions about
origins?
Roth: At present science is not
adopting the concept of some
kind of purpose or meaning to
existence into its explanatory
menu. Many scientists feel that
these concepts are not part of sci-

Creation does not exclude the
microevolutionary type of evolution.
written books criticizing the evolutionar y model. Evolution
remains scientifically undemonstrated. There is good science and
there is bad science. In evolutionary theory, it is sometimes hard
to find good science.
Shabbat Shalom: Do you
think that creation excludes
evolution?

ence. To include them is to be unscientific. During the past century science has taken a rather
strong naturalistic stance. This
stance excludes God as a valid explanatory factor in science. This
attitude has profound implications for both the questions and
the answers science will come up
with. More seriously it has pro-

found implications about
whether or not science can arrive
at truth, especially the truth about
whether there is any meaning to
human existence. Furthermore, if

Probably the most
baffling problem
evolution faces is the
question of the origin
of life.
God does exist, science will never
find Him as long as it insists on
excluding Him from any acceptable explanations. Science would
not be facing the apparently insurmountable problems evolution
now faces, if it allowed for alternatives such as creation. Evolution is
the best model science can come
up with for the origin of life-forms
as it tries to stay within the confines of a purely naturalistic philosophy; but it falls far short of scientific plausibility in spite of the
claims of many evolutionists to the
contrary. Evolution may turn out
to be the greatest intellectual delusion of all time.
Shabbat Shalom: Does the biblical story of creation in Genesis
1 have something to say about the
scientific process of creation?
Roth: Some, in attempting resolve the conflict between scientific
evolutionary interpretations and
the Bible, suggest that the Bible is
not a textbook of science. The implication is that the Genesis account of beginnings is not a factual account. It is true that the
Bible is not a textbook of science;
it is much more than that, but
this does not mean that the Bible
does not give factual information.
The Bible provides all kinds of information about history, geography, culture, and also some scien-
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tific insights. When the Genesis account refers to God’s separating the
land from the waters during creation week, this is information

that they were discovering the
scientific principles that God had
established in nature. During
their time science flourished, il-

Evolution may turn out to be the greatest
intellectual delusion of all time.
about nature that fits into our common understanding of science.
When the days of creation are described as each having an evening
and a morning, this is scientific
data that helps authenticate them
as ordinary days and not as long
extended periods of time. Furthermore the Genesis account is presented as a factual account. It is not
presented as a parable, allegory or
fable. There is scientific information in the creation account.
Shabbat Shalom: Is a short time
period of creation—say one week
as in Genesis 1—a possible option
in science today?
Roth: The present scientific attitude that excludes God from scientific explanations would dictate
that creation in one week is not a

lustrating how science and creation are compatible.
There is some hope that science may be broadening its restricted outlook. In the past few
years there have been suggestions of a significant shift in
thinking away from the exclusiveness of science as now practiced. Leading thought leaders,
including Nobel laureates, have
been meeting in various conferences and discussing the question of whether scientific explanations that exclude God are
sufficient. A number of books
are being published on the topics of design and a designer for
nature. Added to this is the beginning of a realization by the
scientific community that the

The complexity of biological systems is almost
beyond belief.
scientific option. This does not
mean that creation week did not
take place. It means that science has
placed itself in a restricted mode
that cannot accept such an option.
On the other hand, if you define
science as an open search for truth
about nature that allows the possibility of a Creator God, then creation by God becomes a scientific
possibility.
It is of interest that the pioneers of modern science did not
adopt the current restricted view
of science that excludes God.
Leaders such as Kepler, Boyle,
Newton, Pascal, and Linné believed in God as Creator and felt
12 SHABBAT SHALOM / Spring 2000

majority of the population is not
following them down their exclusively naturalistic evolutionary pathway. Scientists are beginning to realize that there is a
strong grassroots movement in
favor of teaching some creation
along with evolution in the public schools throughout the
United States. The public favors
teaching both so as to give the
students the option of evaluating both concepts.
Shabbat Shalom: What of creation impresses you most?
Roth: The complexity of biological systems is almost beyond
belief, and to me represents the

strongest evidence for creation.
Even the simplest of organisms
has all kinds of very complex
molecules that work together to
carry on the life processes. When
you look at more advanced organisms it is the same story at a
different level. In our brains there
are some 100 trillion connections
between the nerve cells. It is very
hard for me to think that all this
complexity just happened to get
put together by random action.
It looks like there must be a Creator behind all this.
Shabbat Shalom: Would you
like to share with our readers
one of your personal experiences
when you have felt the creative
power of God in your life?
Roth: I can recall a few years
ago in the Bahamas when I had
wrenched my back while lifting
equipment over the edge of a
boat. I lay in bed with severe
pain and was hardly able to
move. For me, this was not at all
a time to be incapacitated. Two
of my companions and I were
planning a research project under the sponsorship of the
United States National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration to test the rate of coral
growth. We were scheduled to
take an underwater diving test
the next morning. That test
would determine if we could go
and live for several days in the
ocean down in an underwater
laboratory. In my pain and desperation I prayed earnestly to
God for help. I felt a tingling
sensation in my back and was
healed instantly. I got up and
quickly told my companions
that I was healed. We went on
to pursue the research, I with
special gratitude to God for His
creative power and His love and
mercy towards us weak human
beings.

Letters to the Editor

We invite you to write us!
Have you read our statement of purpose lately: “to promote a climate of ... sharing
between Jewish and Christian communities”? Do you remember Rolf Rendtorff’s being
willing to receive reactions to his interview (see Shabbat Shalom, August 1998)? Have you
ever felt you would like to respond to what you have just read in Shabbat Shalom?
Well, upcoming issues of Shabbat Shalom will include a new feature of dialogue: Letters

to the Editor. We believe that sharing and dialogue include interaction with you as readers. So send us your comments, react to our interviews, write us what you liked and what
you disliked, even if it is on recent back issues—and we may print it. Brief letters are
welcome; please include name and address. If published, your letter may be edited for space
and clarity.

Engage in dialogue and send us your correspondence by
Mail: Letters to the Editor, Shabbat Shalom, Andrews University, Berrien Springs, MI 49104-1535
Fax: (616) 471-6202
E-mail: sshalom@andrews.edu

We are looking forward to your feedback.
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Hebrew Scriptures

Bereshit: The Mystery of Creation
Jacques B. Doukhan

The Bible says that the universe and its content—the landscapes and the mountains, the
rivers and the seas, the trees and
the flowers, but also life, the animals which walk, swim or fly, and
the human persons, men and
women who think and sing—all
that did not come by accident:
they were created by God.
In the Beginning God
It is not an accident either that
the Bible begins with this affirmation, the first article of faith
of Maimonides’ Ani maamin: “I
believe with a firm and perfect
faith that God is the Creator of
all things; for He guides and supports all creatures; that He alone
has made everything; and that He
still acts, and will act during the
whole eternity.” This position at
the start of the prophetic word

marks the priority of Creation
over any other theological consideration. As we enter the Bible,
even before the appearance of
Adam and Eve and later of Israel,
we must remember the event of
God’s Creation. Rashi wondered
about this fact: “Why didn’t God
start with the Exodus, the most
important event, the first event
of the history of Israel?” he asked.
The reason he suggested is for all:
that we may know that the God
of Israel is the God of all nations.
The first lesson of Creation is
to tell us that God is before all of
us. It is noteworthy that the
Masoretic Text put an athnach,
the most powerful disjunctive

phasis: God is the Creator. God
did it. Nothing came by accident.
The most compelling evidence of
God’s existence lies in His Creation. Upon observing the syntax of the first verse, the Midrash
made the same observation. “In
the beginning created God.” This
order of the words in the Hebrew
text, putting the verb describing
Creation (bara) before the mention of God (Elohim), inspired
the ancient rabbis who concluded
that the Creation leads to the
encounter with God (see Yalkut
R. Samuel ISP 184).
In other words, the very fact
that I exist is an evidence of God’s
existence. “I am, therefore God

Since you exist, God exists.
accent, on the word Elohim
(God) in order to mark an em-
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is” we could say paraphrasing
Descartes. I breathe, I think, I

Faith in the Creator implies a religion of
tension between two poles, and the worship
experience is made of both the awareness of the
power and transcendence of God and the
assurance of His love.
wonder, I pray, I see the world;
therefore God exists. You may
question everything, question the
rigor of that philosophy or the
truth of that religion or the validity of that opinion. You cannot question your own existence;
as you are questioning, you exist. And since you exist, God exists. Because I am, there must be
someone before me. The Bible
starts with this awareness: God
was in the beginning.
The God of Creation
Through His work God defines Himself both as a Great
God, the Almighty, who transcends humankind, and as a personal God who came down and
created persons and related to
them.
The biblical story of Creation
attests to these two complementary faces of God. In the first
Creation story (Genesis 1:1-2:4a)
God is described as the Great
God of the Universe (Genesis
1:1). He is called then with the
name Elohim which is derived
from the Semitic root alah that
expresses the idea of power and
preeminence, and is used in the
plural form (-îm) to suggest the
idea of superlative and majesty.
In the second Creation story
(Genesis 2:4b-25) God is instead
described as a God who comes
close to humans and takes care
of them. Here also, the name of
God YHWH corresponds to this
accent on God’s proximity. The
name YHWH is derived from the
Semitic root hwh that means to
“exist with” or “exist for.”

YHWH is the God who walks
with and fights for, He is the God
of history (Exodus 3:13-14), the
personal God of Abraham, Isaac
and Jacob (Exodus 3:16).
From the first pages of the
Bible, God reveals Himself as the
unique God who exists in Himself, absolute and independent,
but also the personal God who
exists and works for us. Because
He is the Creator, God will always remain beyond human understanding; any attempt to
represent Him or even to conceive of Him is bound to fail and
is blasphemous (Exodus 20:4-6).
On the other hand, because He
creates God made Himself
known and we have been able to
approach Him and love Him.
God is both far and near
(Jeremiah 23:23), “in heaven”
but also “our Father.”
Faith in the Creator implies a
religion of tension between two
poles, and the worship experience
is made of both the awareness of
the power and transcendence of
God and the assurance of His
love. This is why Creation is often given in the Bible, especially
in the Psalms, as the main reason
for worshiping God: “Oh come,
let us worship and bow down, Let
us kneel before the Lord, our
Maker” (Psalm 95:6).
The Work of Creation
The very fact that it is God
who worked at Creation should
prevent us from any attempt to
speculate and explain the mystery
of Creation. It is interesting that
the biblical Creation story does

not provide us with the “scientific” mechanism of the divine
work of Creation. God did not
use an assistant, or a special tool,
or a secret chemical formula. The
whole mystery resides in Himself.
“For He spoke and it was done;
He commanded, and it stood
fast” (Psalm 33:9). Indeed, the
work of Creation is described as
the result of God’s word. Ten
times God spoke. This rhythm of
the number ten suggests that it
took God a minimum of words
to produce the Creation (compare Genesis 18:32). The
Midrash comments on this
miracle: “God created the world
by a word, instantaneously, without toil and pains” (Bereshit

The implication of
the goodness of
Creation is that
humans are allowed
and even required to
enjoy it.
Rabbah 3,2). Yet the Creation
story tells us that it took God
seven days to complete the whole
work: one week. He could have
done it in a second or even less.
Why did God choose to create in
seven days? The number seven in
the Bible and in the ancient
Middle East symbolizes the idea
of fullness—a way of saying that
God created everything then and
that everything was perfect, complete. As the Sifre Deuteronomy
states: “Everything that God
fashioned was perfect, as all His
dealings with men are just and
right. It is not for men to imagine improvements in His creation” (Sifre Deuteronomy 397).
Also God used a time unit that
belongs to the human sphere.
When God created He entered
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The shift from Creation to Salvation, . . . has
played a major role in the forging of the two
different mentalities leading ultimately to the
separation between Jews and Christians.
the time of the human universe.
It is indeed interesting that for
each stage of the week of Creation it is said “So the evening
and the morning were the first
day. . . . the second day, etc.”
(Genesis 1:5, 8). It is remarkable
however that this phrase that is
repeated six times to mark the
new day of Creation does not
appear in relation to the seventh
day, the Sabbath. The reason for
this omission is quite simple.
Only the seventh day is the first
whole day of the human beings
(Adam and Eve). Since now humans are here, it is no more necessary to specify “evening and
morning” for the day. Their presence is enough to indicate that
the day which is now involved is
a human day of “evening and
morning,” hence in our words “a
twenty-four-hour day.” It was on
the other hand necessary to
specify “evening and morning”
for all the other six days since
humans were not yet an inherent part of the rhythm of the
cosmos. The intention of this sixfold repetition is clear: to emphasize that the days of this week
were indeed human days, even
though humans were not yet
present. In fact, the clue is given
from the first day (Genesis 1:5).
Instead of using the expected ordinal number rishon (first) as it
is done for all the other days (second, third, etc.), the biblical author uses the cardinal number
ahad (one). The day he has in
mind then is “one day,” one
“unique day.” The same word is
used in fact in the Shema to characterize the uniqueness of God
16 SHABBAT SHALOM / Spring 2000

(Deuteronomy 6:4). As the famous medieval Jewish commentator Rashi observed: “The symmetry of the text would have required first day, as for the following days, second, third, fourth.
Why was it written ‘one’? Because
God is one?”
The mystery remains total.
The biblical author insists: It
took God just one week, one real
human week to complete the
whole work of Creation. This
computation may sound unbelievable today in regard to the
“scientific” claim of evolution
that speaks of billions of years.
Yet the second Creation story
(Genesis 2:4b-25) that is written
in parallelism to the first confirms the truth of the first Creation story. The text tells us that
God created the
garden with its
trees and the humans He put
among them adult,
mature. The second
Creation story provides us then with a
key to help us interpret the first Creation story. Just as
man was created
adult, so the world was created
adult. Adam was not created incomplete, as a baby or a sperm.
God created him “grown up” just
as the trees and ever ything
around him, so that he could not
only survive but also enjoy all the
divine gifts.
A strong affirmation of the
goodness at the perfection of
Creation marks the conclusion of
the Creation week: “Then God

saw everything that He had made,
and indeed it was very good”
(Genesis 1:31). The “very” added
to the “good” at the end of the
work shows that Creation is not
just a good work that meets our
basic needs and helps us to survive. Creation is beautiful and
tasty so that we may enjoy it. This
ultimate purpose has been
pointed out by Rabbi Aibo in the
Midrash Rabbah, “It is like a king
who has filled his palace with enjoyments. . . . When the angels
objected to the Creation of man,
God replied: ‘And of what use are
all the good things I have created,
unless men are there to enjoy
them?’” (Bereshit Rabbah 8, 5).
The implication of the goodness
of Creation is that humans are
allowed and even required to enjoy it.
This positive appreciation of
Creation has characterized the
Jewish Yes to life and joy of life
in contrast to the Marcionite dualism that has often affected
Christians and encouraged them
to despise Creation and the physical world as something negative and
evil. In Christianity the spiritual domain has therefore
prevailed over the
physical and material domain. The
God of salvation,
the spiritual God
of the New Testament, has replaced
the God of Creation, the concrete
and historical God of the Old Testament; and along the same lines
the first day of the week, Sunday,
that celebrates the resurrection
and the deliverance from the
world, has replaced the Seventhday Sabbath that celebrates Creation and the goodness of the
physical world.
The shift from Creation to Salvation, from the reference to the

Salvation is
understood as a
Creation, a
deliverance from
nothingness and
darkness.

concrete history to the call for
spiritual experience, has played a
major role in the forging of the
two different mentalities leading
ultimately to the separation between Jews and Christians. The
dichotomy between Creation and
Salvation is unfortunate. From
the perspective of the Bible Salvation and Creation are related.
Salvation is understood as a Creation, a deliverance from nothingness and darkness.
Interestingly, when the ancient

Jewish rituals that mark the entry of the proselyte. Both the
Jewish Tevela and the Christian
baptism require total immersion
in the water, recalling the event
of Creation in order to suggest
new commitment, new life, and
the hope of a new world.
W h e n t h e Bi b l e s p e a k s
about the hope of the new
k i n g d o m o f Go d , t h e n e w
Jerusalem, it does so by reference to Creation. The prophet
Isaiah as well as the book of

ing” (Isaiah 65:17-19; compare
Revelation 21:1-5).
The first message that is contained in this promise is that
the kingdom of God is not to
be expected from here as the
direct product of our own human effort. It is a Creation
from God, a gift from above. It
also means that the salvation of
mankind implies the Creation
of the universe. All is recreated
and therefore hope is possible.
Presently death, evil, and suffering are an inherent part of
the world and mankind. The
only solution to the problem is
cosmic: only faith in Creation
makes this perspective possible.
Creation allows the hope in recreation. The structure of the
Bible, the way it begins and
ends, conveys the same associations. The first pages of the
Scriptures speak of Creation
and the last pages speak of recreation. The very fact that in
the beginning everything was
“good” and even “very good”
guarantees the promise of a better world, when everything will
again be “very good.”

Hope is the mark of Creation.
Israelites were delivered from
Egypt they experienced a creation. The song of Moses that
celebrates that event uses the very
language of the Creation story to
describe it (Exodus 15:8). Likewise the prophet Isaiah speaks of
the return from the exile in the
same terms of Creation (see especially Isaiah 42-45). Also in the
New Testament Jesus describes
salvation as a creation. “Unless
one is born of water and the
Spirit, he cannot enter into the
kingdom of God” (John 3:5;
compare Romans 6:1-4). This
connection is even present in the

Revelation concludes on the
same vision of the new city
that God promises to create for
the happiness of humankind.
Hope is the mark of Creation.
“For behold, I create new
heavens and a new earth; and the
former things will not be remembered or come to mind. But be
glad and rejoice forever in what
I create; for behold, I create
Jerusalem for rejoicing and her
people for gladness. I will also
rejoice in Jerusalem and be glad
in My people; and there will no
longer be heard in her the voice
of weeping and the sound of cry-

The Duty to Enjoy
Rabbi Aibo said: God’s Creation is comparable to a king who
has filled his palace with enjoyments; if he has no visitors, what joy
does he derive from his palace? Thus, when the angels objected to
the creation of man, God replied: “And of what use are all the good
things I have created, unless men and women are there to enjoy
them?” (Bereshit Rabbah 8,5).
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Roots

Creation Old and New
Robert M. Johnston, Ph.D.
Professor of New Testament and Christian Origins

C

hildren are natural
cosmogonists, for
which one of them has
never asked, “How did the world
begin?” That question is addressed at the very beginning of
the Tenakh: “In the beginning
God created the heavens and the
earth” (Genesis 1:1). The uniform
teaching of the Scriptures is that
God alone creates. The verb used
in the first verse of the Bible,
bara’, is always predicated of God
alone, who also formed man from
the dust of the earth (Genesis
2:7).
How did God create the world?
The ancients had various answers.
The Babylonians, in their national epic poem Enuma Elish,
said that the earth and the firmament were made from the corpse
of the slain goddess Tiamat. Later
Greek philosophers and theologians theorized about eternal matter from which the world was

fashioned, or about emanations
from the pure light of God that
became dark as they moved farther from God and eventually
turned into matter—a regrettable
degradation. An obscure work by
Plato gave rise to the idea that the
material world was fashioned by
a Demiurge, a craftsman inferior
to God.
But the biblical view was distinct from all these views. God
created simply by His word of
command: “God said, ‘Let there
be light’. . .” and all the rest (Genesis 1:3). “By the word of the Lord
the heavens were made, and all
their host by the breath of his
mouth” (Psalm 33:6).1 The Word
by which the Lord created was felt
to be His special Agent.2
God is distinct from His creation, and He was before His creation. It is true that the first statement that God created the universe out of nothing (creatio ex

The Word by which the Lord created was felt
to be His special Agent.
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nihilo) does not appear until the
first centur y B.C.E. in 2
Maccabees 7:28, but that concept
is implied by Isaiah 44:24, “I am
the Lord, who made all things,
who alone stretched out the heavens, who by myself spread out the
earth,” and by Psalm 102:25-27,
which says the Lord “laid the
foundation of the earth, and the
heavens are the work of your
hands,” but they are perishable
while the Lord is eternal.
God took pleasure in His creation. “God saw everything that
he had made, and indeed, it was
very good” (Genesis 1:31). But it
did not remain good. The human
race, to whom dominion over the
earth was granted, turned out to
be bad stewards of it, and by the
time of the prophets the people
of Israel began to long for repair
and renewal. In Isaiah 65:17 the
Lord says, “I am about to create
new heavens and a new earth”
which will stand eternally (Isaiah
66:22). This expectation grew in
intensity, and about two hundred
years before the Common Era the
apocalyptic book of Enoch declared that at the end of time there
will be a great Judgment, and after that “the first heaven will vanish and pass away, and a new
heaven will appear,” and there will
be no more sin (1 Enoch 91:16,
17).3
In the first century C.E. and
the early rabbinic period there was
a great deal of discussion about

God took pleasure in
His creation.
creation. Was it really from nothing? Which was created first, the
heavens or the earth? How much
effort did it take? There was fairly
general agreement that it was
from nothing, that the Lord
achieved it instantaneously by a
word, and that it required of Him
no toil at all. As to some of the
other questions, it was felt best
not to speculate about mysteries
that must remain inscrutable.
We need to notice one more in-

teresting development, the belief
in the complete efficacy of repentance to get rid of past sins. Rabbis are quoted in the classical rabbinic literature as saying that

ginning was the Word, and the
Word was with God, and the
Word was God. He was in the beginning with God. All things
came into being through Him,

What is new [in the New Testament] is that
the creative Word is identified with the
Messiah.
when one repents between Rosh
ha Shanah and Yom Kippur the
Lord says, “I impute it to you as
if you were created a new creation.”4
When we come to early Christianity we find all these ideas accepted and developed further.
God created all things
(Ephesians 3:9; Acts 4:24; Revelation 4:11; 10:6), and Revelation
14:7 urges, “Worship Him who
made heaven and earth, the sea
and the springs of water.” He
created them from nothing: “By
faith we understand that the
worlds were prepared by the word
of God, so that what is seen was
made from things that are not visible” (Hebrews 11:3). The Lord
is “the Alpha and the Omega, who
is and who was and who is to
come” (Revelation 1:8). Alpha
and Omega were the first and last
letters of the Greek alphabet, so
this declares that there was nothing before God and there will be
nothing after Him. It was He who
laid the foundation of the world
at the beginning of time (Mark
10:6; Romans 1:20; 2 Peter 3:4).
In the New Testament there is
a lively hope in the renewal of all
things, a new heavens and a new
earth. In the spirit of the last
chapters of Isaiah, the book of
Revelation says, “Then I saw a
new heaven and a new earth; for
the first heaven and the first earth
had passed away, and the sea was
no more” (Revelation 21:1).
What is new is that the creative
Word is identified with the Messiah (in Greek, the Christos, from
which comes the English word
Christ). The Gospel of John begins with these words: “In the be-

and without Him not one thing
came into being” (John 1:1-3).
Speaking of the Messiah,
Colossians 1:16 declares, “In him
all things in heaven and on earth
were created, things visible and
invisible, . . . all things have been
created through him and for
him.”
In the New Testament repentance involves believing in the
Messiah and following Him, so
the Apostle Paul wrote: “If anyone is in Christ, there is a new
creation: ever ything old has
passed away; see, everything has
become new!” (2 Corinthians
5:17). Indeed, that is the message
of the Christian scriptures: newness of life, effected by the new
Adam, who has made an atonement for sin. New heavens and
new earth, new birth, new creation—everything wiped clean
and made over. Once again, the
creation can be “very good.”

1
From here on biblical quotations are
taken from the New Revised Standard
Version. It is true that the apocryphal
book known as the Wisdom of Solomon
(11:17) says that God created the universe out of formless matter, but this
book often reflects Greek philosophical
ideas.
2
See my article, “The God of Our
Fathers,” Shabbat Shalom 46, No. 2
(Autumn 1999/5760): 13-15.
3
The translation, by M. A. Knibb,
appears in H. F. D. Sparks, ed., The
Apocryphal Old Testament (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1984), 293.
4
Yerushalmi Rosh ha-Shanah 59c;
Leviticus Rabbah 29 (end); Pesikta
Rabbati 169a.
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Archaeology

Ancient Texts and the Bible’s
Account of Creation
Randall W. Younker, Ph.D.
Institute of Archaeology
Trustee for the American Schools of Oriental Research
Director of Tell Jalul Excavations in Jordan

I

n the strictest sense,
archaeology can’t really
say anything directly
about the phenomenon of Creation—that is more properly the task
of the theological or biblical
scholar—perhaps the biologist,
palaeontologist, geologist, and physicist can contribute something from
the scientific side. Archaeologists deal
only with the residue of human activity of the past. The archaeologist,
therefore, does not expect to find
things that directly relate to God’s activity in the creation of this earth.
Nevertheless, God’s creative activity
has always evoked questions in the
minds of humans—they have
thought about it, talked about it and
even written about it. In the case of
the latter activity, archaeologists can
perhaps contribute something, because many ancient documents dealing with creation have been found
by archaeologists. Moreover, as I will
briefly explain, these extrabiblical
texts are valuable in both showing
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us both the historical, literary context of the Bible story of Creation
and the theological context in which
the Bible writer was working. In the
case of the latter, we will see that the
Bible writer was attempting to
present a more enlightened and elevated perspective of the Creator and
His Creation.
First Discovery of Ancient Creation/Flood Accounts
The first extrabiblical ancient
Near Eastern accounts of creation
and the flood were found by
Hormuzd Rassam in 1852 and
1853 while excavating the library
of the Assyrian king Ashurbanipal
at Nineveh. Ashurbanipal, who
ruled Assyria from 668 to 626
B.C.E., desired to have copies of
all the literature known to exist in
his time and, therefore, had
sent his scribes throughout
Mesopotamia to copy and/or
translate everything they could
find. During this process the king

Extrabiblical texts
are valuable in
showing us both the
historical, literary
context of the Bible
story of Creation
and the theological
context in which the
Bible writer was
working.
acquired a number of accounts of
creation and antediluvial history,
leading him to brag, “I studied inscriptions from before the flood.”
Rassam found over 25,000 clay
tablets from Ashurbanipal’s library;
Rassam had these texts packed up
and sent to England.
Nearly 20 years later, a young
scholar, George Smith, was going
over this large collection in the British Museum when he discovered a
portion of a Babylonian flood story
on a broken tablet. His publication
of this tablet in 1872 caused quite a
stir throughout Europe, and funds
were provided for him to return to
Nineveh and find the rest of the tablet. While not actually finding the
missing part of the original tablet, he
did find another tablet containing
the missing parts of the same story,
thus enabling him to fill in the gaps
of the original tablet. It was discovered that Smith's flood story was part
of a greater Babylonian Epic, well
known now as the Gilgamesh Epic.
After Rassam's and Smith's initial
discovery several other renditions of
the Babylonian Flood story were
found on other clay tablets at numerous sites throughout Mesopotamia.
As it turned out, Ashurbanipal's
library contained more than just
flood stories. In 1876 George
Smith published some fragments
of a Babylonian creation account
as well. It wasn't long before ar-

chaeologists at other Mesopotamian sites were turning up copies of what is now known as the
Babylonian Genesis or the Enuma
Elish (taken from the first works
of the story, “When on high . . .”).
Naturally, the discovery of both
Babylonian creation and flood stories raised the question as to how
these accounts were related to the
biblical stories. Many conservative
scholars suggested that the
Babylonians borrowed from the
Bible and introduced pagan elements. Most scholars, however,
maintained that the Babylonian accounts antedated the biblical, and
that the latter's author/authors
adapted the Babylonian accounts for
their own use.
This view harmonized with the
then current view of a late date/
multiauthorship of Genesis as well
as with subsequent archaeological
data from Mesopotamia that
showed that both the Babylonian
Enuma Elish creation story and the
Gilgamesh epic
had been a part of
Mesopotamian
literature for a
considerable period of time. Specifically, earlier
versions of the
Enuma Elish creation story could
be dated to ca.
1000 B.C.E.
while portions of
the Gilgamesh
Epic were found
that dated to ca.
1700 B.C.E. (the
latter, however
did not contain
the flood story, as
will be noted below). The various
“parts” of the
biblical Genesis,
on the other
hand, were dated to ca. 1000
B.C.E. at the very earliest, with
much of it being composed during and after the Babylonian exile
(6th and 5th centuries B.C.E.).

New Creation Texts
This general view of the relationship of Genesis to the Babylonian
material has been maintained, with
occasional variations, until recently
when the discovery of two separate
second-millennium “primeval histories” raised the question as to whether
the Enuma Elish and the Gilgamesh
Epic really provided the best comparative material for understanding
the biblical account. The two newer
accounts are known as the Akkadian
“Atrahasis Epic” and the Sumerian
“Eridu Genesis.” Both date to about
1700 B.C.E. and may well reflect
even earlier creation traditions of
Mesopotamia.
The overall content of the
Atrahasis Epic and the Eridu Genesis are actually quite similar to each
other in that both contain a sequential description of the creation,
antediluvial history and the flood.
This “tripartite” literary structure is
quite interesting because that is precisely how the biblical Creation story
is organized in the
first chapters of Genesis. The biblical account starts off with
a Creation story and
has a section on antediluvian history
which leads to. a climatic story of the
Flood. In this respect
these recently found
Mesopotamian “primeval” histories are
identical to the biblical account. The older
Mesopotamian “primeval” histories that
scholars have usually
compared with the
Bible are quite different. For example, the
Babylonian Enuma
Elish is only a creation
story with no subsequent reference to the
flood, while the Gilgamesh Epic,
which contains a flood story, has no
reference to creation.
.
Thus, neither the Enuma Elish
creation story nor the Gilgamesh

The Atrahasis Epic
and the Eridu
Genesis . . . contain
a sequential
description of the
creation,
antediluvial history
and the flood. This
“tripartite” literary
structure . . . is
precisely how the
biblical Creation
story is organized.
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The Bible version of Creation presents us with
a higher and more noble view of both God and
His Creation, including humans.
flood story, are complete “primeval
histories” as are the Atrahasis Epic,
the Eridu Genesis, and the biblical
Genesis. The Enuma Elish, in fact,
is a political document used by both
the Assyrians and the Babylonians in
which the creation story serves as a
vehicle for establishing the priority
of their respective chief gods (Assur/
Assyria; Marduk/Babylon), and thus
their respective nations in the greater
Mesopotamian region. Both
Assyrian and Babylonian scribes
from later periods had apparently
“stripped” earlier creation accounts
out of their “primeval” contexts and
adapted them for later, political ends.
A similar thing can be said for the
Gilgamesh Epic in which the flood

Indeed, a few scholars have suggested
this, such as Egyptologist Kenneth
Kitchen and Old Testament scholar
William H. Shea.* However, I would
suggest that a closer examination of
the interrelationships of the individual motifs contained within the
larger structure of the biblical account supports this conclusion even
more decisively.
For example, there are a number
of motifs that the second-millennium primeval histories include that
the first-millennium adaptation excluded or significantly altered. These
motifs include the ideas of: (1) divine rest; (2) special day(s); (3) paradise; (4) kingship; (5) cities; (6) childbearing; (7) animal creation; (8) an-

It is as if the writer of Genesis was deliberately
challenging the viewpoint of the Mesopotamian
accounts point by point.
.
story was adapted from earlier “primeval histories” to create an additional illustration for the epic's main
point, which is, death comes to all,
therefore there is nothing better than
to enjoy life now. Support for the idea
that the flood story was a late addition to the Gilgamesh Epic can be
derived from the fact that while copies of the Gilgamesh Epic have been
found which date to ca. 1700 B.C.E.,
none of the earlier ones (so far) have
included the flood story. Indeed, the
flood story occurs only in the late,
7th century B.C.E. copies.
Genesis as a Second-Millennium
Primeval History
The fact that the biblical account
maintains the “tripartite” structure of
a Creation-antediluvian historyflood narrative suggests that its
proper historical setting is the second millennium rather than the first.
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tediluvian history; (9) population;
(10) flood causes; (11) flood hero's
importance; (12) flood announcement; (13) animals on the ark; (14)
animal sacrifice; (15) blessings for
mankind; (16) postflood commands.
All of these second-millennium motifs are integral not only to the
earlier, second-millennium Mesopotamian “primeval histories,” but to
the biblical account as well. Indeed,
the correspondence between the
biblical account and the newly discovered second-millennium primeval histories is much closer than that
which was earlier proposed between
the Bible and the first-millennium
Enuma Elish and the Gilgamesh
Epic.
The Uniqueness of the Genesis
Creation Account
At the same time, the polemical
nature of the biblical account in con-

trast with the second-millennium
Mesopotamian literature is even
more specific than those proposed for
the later accounts. It is as if the writer
of Genesis was deliberately challenging the viewpoint of the
Mesopotamian accounts point by
point. For example, the idea of “nakedness” and animal clothing is mentioned in both the Mesopotamian
and biblical accounts—however,
their meanings are just the opposite.
In Mesopotamia, “nakedness” was
seen as a curse and animal skins as a
blessing from the gods; in the Bible
nakedness portrayed the innocence
of humans before the fall and the
animal skins were necessary only because of the loss of paradise. Again,
in the Mesopotamian version, people
become too numerous and noisy,
necessitating the flood, miscarriages,
etc. to reduce human population. In
the Bible, humans are commanded
to “be fruitful and multiply”; the
cause of the flood is human wickedness, not noise! These differences can
be seen throughout the differing accounts. Ultimately, we see that the
Bible version of Creation presents us
with a higher and more noble view
of both God and His Creation, including humans.
Thus, these new ancient creation
accounts from the second millennium not only provide us with a
more appropriate and meaningful
historical literary context for the biblical Creation story, they also provide
us with a more meaningful historical theological context, one that
highlights not only the love of God
in His creative acts, but also His justice and mercy in dealing with His
creatures after the tragic entry of
sin—a justice and mercy that holds
out the hope of future redemption
and re-creation.

*K. A. Kitchen, The Bible in Its World
(Exeter: Paternoster Press, 1977), 31-32; W.
H. Shea, “A Comparison of Narrative Elements in Ancient Mesopotamian CreationFlood Stories with Genesis 1-9,” Origins
(Geoscience Research Institute) 11 (1984):
9-29.

News

Conferences on the Holocaust
Religious Freedom after Auschwitz:
The Impact of the Holocaust on Theology and Jewish-Christina Relations
Andrews University, Berrien Springs,
Michigan
1 & 2 May 2000
On the occasion of Yom Ha-Shoah, Holocaust Day, Andrews University hosted a
symposium entitled “Religious Freedom After Auschwitz.” This event was co-sponsored
by the Institute of Jewish-Christian Studies
at Andrews University and the International Religious Liberty Association
of Seventh-day Adventists.
Eleven speakers discussed
the ecclesiastical and
cultural roots of
the Holocaust
and such postHolocaust issues as
its impact on Christian-Jewish theology,
religious freedom, and
Jewish-Christian relations.
A moving high point was
the special Chapel Service and
Holocaust Liturgy. Marvin R.
Wilson, author of Our Father
Abraham: Jewish Roots of the Christian Faith, presented the challenging
address “Thinking the Unthinkable:
Why Christians Must Never Forget the
Holocaust.” He urged the audience (1)
to refer to the past as witness so that the
lessons for the present and future will be
learned; (2) to create, as responsible educators, compassion and courage to care; (3) to
develop relationships with people of other
religious and ethnic groups; (4) to not live a
dual life in which work and worship are separated; (5) to examine our theology and correct it if it is faulty, also to watch terminology in theology; and (6) to reach out to each
other and to overcome apathy.
One important goal of the Symposium
was to create awareness of how the Holocaust has affected and should still affect religion. By way of example, Doukhan provided
“a first attempt to propose a post-Holocaust
Adventist theology” along the traditional
lines of systematic theology—God, man,
covenant. For him, Adventist have more reason than others to engage in a theology after Auschwitz, because they are Christians
and thereby share the responsibility in the
Holocaust, because of their historical and

debate the latest developments in Holocaust
studies and their impact on future scholarship.
The specified aim of the conference has
been “to provide a forum for the evaluation
of the Holocaust in an age of genocides; to
assess the impact of new material and research, particularly in the post-Communist
era; to reassess the Jewish-Christian dynamic in the light of the Holocaust and
provide a unique opportunity for eye witnesses and scholars to work together; to
disseminate new findings using new
technologies, especially the Internet.”
This international, inter-disciplinary, interfaith forum drew some 700
of the best minds in the field from all
over the world exploring the themes
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a major international scholars’ conference on
education.” The plenary lectures and some
the Holocaust and a gathering of survivors
200 conference papers will be published in
and their descendants, rescuers and liberathree volumes early 2001 by Macmillan Press.
tors, together with an important series of related meetings and events. Scholars from different backgrounds joined with a significant
number of eyewitnesses to present and

theological association with the Jews, and because “post-Holocaust theology fits very well
the specific parameters of Adventist theology.” For instance, “supersessionist theology
in both forms, ecclesiastical and theological,
is in essence incompatible with Adventist
theology,” Doukhan pointed out. “I call
Adventist theologians (from all disciplines—
historical, theological, philosophical,
practical) to include
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Viewpoint

From Creation to Encounter
A. Hadas

The aim of the narrative of Creation is . . . the instauration of a radical
separateness of man from God.

T
The other’s
difference must be
preserved.

here is a known side
to Creation and a dark
side. There are things
that are revealed to humans, and
things that remain hidden. Jewish
mysticism has attempted to wander
through things unknown. Hence two
different accounts of Creation, the
biblical account, that which reveals to
us the way the world was created, and
the account as it is exposed in the medieval tradition of the Kabbalah,
which inquires into the dark side of
Creation, that which has not been revealed. It is these two accounts that
we would like to briefly consider in
this essay. Two accounts which
constitute two different Weltanschauungen, two different ways of conceiving the universe, and which will
have consequences on the way we understand human relationships, and
especially in this particular context,
the Jewish-Christian rapport.
The Risk of Creation
Let us first go back to the biblical
version of events of which we shall cite
the main sequences: “The earth was
formless and empty . . . God separated
light from darkness . . . God made the
earth and separated the waters above
the earth from the waters beneath the
earth . . . And God said: May the earth
produce the green, the grasses bearing seed, the fruit trees bearing fruit
according to their species . . . God said:
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Let there be luminaries in the sky so
as to separate night from day . . . God
created the great fish according to their
species, and the winged birds according to their species . . . God created the
living beasts according to their species …
Then God said: let us make man in
our image and in our resemblance.”
(Genesis 1:1-26). The first thing one
notices in this version of events is the
emphasis that the narrator puts on the
notion of separation. Creation occurs
through differentiation and individuation. This is true of the earth, the
vegetation and the animals of the
earth. Is it true of man? Is not man,
inasmuch as he was created in the resemblance of God, an exception to the
natural course of events? What we forget in making such an observation is
that God Himself is defined in the
Bible as separate. God is defined in
the Bible as holy, which means separate. Image of God, man is himself also
a separate being. Separate from the rest
of the universe, but also separate from
Him that made him: “Ye shall be holy;
for I am holy” (Leviticus 11:44, 45;
19:2), which may be reworded: “Ye
shall be separate, for I am separate.”
The aim of the narrative of Creation is thus paradoxically not the account of men and women’s affiliation
to God. It is not yet a covenant between them. It is on the contrary the
instauration of a radical separateness
of man from God: “It is certainly a

great glory for the creator to have set
up a being capable of atheism, a being which, without having been causa
sui, has an independent view and word
and is at home with itself.”1 Indeed,
it is only as a separate being that man
may hope to enter into an interlocutor relation with God: “The uniqueness of the human person makes him
or her impossible to remain locked in
a definitive category. Man is always
free to be different and can say ‘no’
even to God.”2
The Risk of Production
But let us turn now to the darker
side of Creation. According to the
Zohar, the origin of the world, as exemplified in the tree of the sephirot,
occurred through a series of successive
emanations from God. The world as
an emanation, or derivative of God,
is thus not separate from its creator,
but is His production, and as such,
partakes of His same substance. This
version of events is further developed
in the philosophy of Spinoza.
According to Spinoza, there is but
one substance: God. The rest of the
universe, man and beast, are but
modes of this same and unique substance,3 that is, they are expressions or
manifestations of the same substance.
The world came to be, according to
Spinoza, not by creation, but by production. The difference between the
two is as follows: in creating, God exerts a causality which is transcendent,
a causality which produces something
different from itself. In the case of production however, we are dealing with
immanent causality, a causality for
which the effect is already present in
the cause. The Spinozist universe partakes then of the same divine substance. The different beings of the
universe are but different manifestations or expressions of the same substance.3
Such a view is not entirely
unbiblical and can be found in the
New Testament. In the Gospel of
John, the Christ is compared to the
“vine” and his church to the
“branches.” The purpose of such imagery is to show the complete dependence of human beings on God, who
are thus called to dwell in God who
acts and thinks through them: “Without me you can do nothing” (John
15:5). It is in this sense that both
Spinoza and Malebranche understand

To deny another person’s difference or
distinctiveness amounts to killing that person.
the fact that we comprehend and “see
only through God.”
Such are the two accounts of the
coming to be of the universe that we
wanted to touch on. Our purpose is
however not to examine either their
validity or their truth, but to suggest
lessons in regards to Jewish-Christian
relations.
The Lesson of Otherness
Let us then begin with the first account of Creation. The universe,
people and beasts were created as separate beings, separate from each other,
but also from God. The very existence
of each created being depends on its
being separate. Without this separateness, there would be no created beings, only a vast formless void. This is
why Levinas says that to deny another

We cannot come to
the truth about God
alone.
person’s difference or distinctiveness
amounts to killing that person. The
preservation of God’s Creation demands that one respect the separateness and distinctness of created beings.
To encounter the other on a mode different than that of his or her separateness is to kill him or her. Respect for
God’s creation refuses assimilation or
integration of the other to myself. The
other’s difference must be preserved.
How then are Jews and Christians to
encounter each other without losing
their specificity and distinctness?
According to Levinas, the only
mode of encountering others without
them giving up their separateness is
through discourse. But why discourse?
Because it is the only occasion when
the others can speak for themselves,
thus breaking the preconceptions and
prejudices we have accumulated about
them: “The absolute experience is not
disclosure but revelation . . . the manifestation of a face over and beyond
form. Form—incessantly betraying its
own manifestation . . . alienates the
exteriority of the other. The face is a
living presence; it is expression. . . .

The face speaks.”4 The face, when it
speaks, breaks through its plastic form.
It breaks through the idea we have of
it, through the conception we have of
it, and reveals with time the real
other—the one that hides behind our
first impressions.
The Lesson of Togetherness
But let us now turn to the second
account of Creation. According to the
Spinozist version, we are modes of the
divine substance. We are thus all different expressions and manifestations
of the same God. In New Testament
terms, we are all branches bound to
the same vine, or body parts bound to
the same body (John 15).
To reject the other’s expression of
God is to reject a facet of God’s image. It is to mutilate the divine substance of one of its modes or manifestations. It is to produce an incomplete
picture of God. As modes or body
parts, we must respect the other’s different way of expressing God without
which our understanding of God
would remain inadequate. The truth
about God is not one-sided. It is too
complex to be so. We cannot come to
the truth about God alone. We need
the other’s viewpoint.
Only when we understand this can
we begin to talk about effective Jewish-Christian relations. As different
modes or expressions of the same God,
we need each other in our quest for
God. Only by working together can
we ever hope to gather all the broken
sparks of the dispersed glory of God.

1
Emmanuel Levinas, Totality and Infinity: An Essay on Exteriority, trans. A.
Lingis (Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic
Publishers, 1991), 58-59.
2
Jacques B. Doukhan, Hebrew for
Theologians (Lanham: University Press
of America, 1993), 209.
3
Spinoza, Ethics, Part 1, especially
Proposition 15 (trans. White, rev.
Stirling, Great Books of the Western
World, 31:355-372, especially 360361).
4
Levinas, Totality and Infinity, 65-66
(his emphasis).
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Recent Books
God’s Creation
Randall W. Younker
Pacific Press Publishing Association, 1999
128 pp., $8.99
Based on careful textual
observations, Younker explores
the biblical account of Creation along several topics.
Some of these are the Creator,
the days and the date of Creation, the alleged contradictions between Genesis 1 and 2,
the Fall’s impact on Creation, the worldwide Flood,
the argument from design, the Sabbath, and God’s recreation. Younker’s aim is to establish a better understanding and a greater appreciation of the biblical account of Creation. He also strengthens the case for the
historicity of Genesis 1-11, the text of origins. Younker
is convinced that a denial of the historicity undermines
the very essence of belief—God’s character and His plan
of salvation. He states, “I have found that there is plenty
of positive evidence in both Scripture and nature that
point to a loving Creator” (p. 20). To this God’s Creation gives ample witness.
In Six Days
John F. Ashton, editor
New Holland Publishers
(Australia), 1999
360 pp., $14.95
“Can any scientist with a
PhD believe in the idea of a literal six-day creation?” 50 selected scientists from around the
world say “Yes” and explain the
personal reasons for their belief
in the biblical version of Creation as the origin of life on earth. They include university professors and researchers, geologists, zoologists, biologists, physicists, chemists, mathematicians, medical
researchers and engineers. The straightforward essays are
presented in two sections, depending on whether the
question of evolution and creation is addressed from a
scientific or a more philosophical perspective. The refreshing personal style of most contributions and their
brevity, ranging from 2 to 20 pages, make this book an
interesting as well as an entertaining read.
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Intelligent Design
William A. Dembski
InterVarsity Press, 1999
312 pp., $19.99
One of the leading proponents of the new intelligentdesign movement argues brilliantly that intelligent design
provides a crucial link between
science and theology. Intelligent design is a strictly scientific theory without presupposing
a belief in God or the Bible. It
“starts with the data of nature and from there argues to
an intelligent cause responsible for the specified complexity in nature” (248). The book itself has three parts.
The first part gives a historical backdrop on the intelligent discernment of design and the demise of British
natural theology. In part two, the heart of the book,
Dembski examines the philosophical and scientific basis
for intelligent design. He outlines a well-defined methodology, the concept of “specified complexity”—without doubt Dembski’s major contribution—which reliably detects design within nature. The last part shows
how science and theology relate coherently and how
intelligent design establishes the crucial link between
the two. An appendix details Dembski’s responses to
common objections to design theory. In sum, Intelligent Design is a thought-provoking book which argues
persuasively that, based on scientific empirical research,
intelligent design provides greater explanatory power
for the origins of life than the evolutionary hypothesis.
Not By Chance!
Lee Spetner
The Judaica Press, 1997
272 pp., $14.95
Spetner believes that the
scientific advancements in biology have made the popular
evolutionary hypothesis untenable. He puts one of the
basic pillars of this hypothesis,
random mutations which are
shaped by natural selection,
under investigations. Based on
information theory, Spetner shows that “random variations cannot lead to the large-scale evolution claimed

by neo-Darwinians.” The often presented examples of
mutations may only lead to small evolutionary changes
but do not contribute to macroevolution. In turn,
Spetner offers his own “nonrandom evolutionary hypothesis” which, for him, accounts well for scientific
observations. “The main idea is that the capacity to
adapt to a variety of environments is built into the organism” and the environment itself then influences
what mutations can occur. This should explain why
nonrandom variation could produce some large-scale
evolution. Though the book is at times technical, it
offers an interesting and challenging viewpoint on evolutionary randomness.
Origins
Ariel A. Roth
Review and Herald Publishing Association, 1998
384 pp., $29.99
Is it impossible to link science and Scripture? This book
“attempts to show that the dichotomy between science and
Scripture is not what is often
surmised and that a reasonable
harmony exists between the
two.” Roth is trying to present
the wider picture on the question of origins. Therefore
he evaluates various interpretations of the origin—biological, paleontological, and geological interpretations—based on scientific data and on Scripture. In
that process such topics as the evidence for evolution
and creation, the Flood, the earth’s age, the strengths
and limitations of the scientific method, and the reliability of Scripture are examined. Some chapters may
be rather technical; however, tables, figures, summaries, and conclusions throughout the book will help
any reader to better grasp the topics under discussion.
Roth concludes that “when we consider the total picture, creation explains more than evolution does,” or
to put it differently, “the biblical model of a recent creation by God leaves fewer unanswered questions.”
Rabbi Abraham Ibn Ezra’s
Commentary on the Creation
Michael Linetsky, translator
& editor
Jason Aronson Inc., 1998
155 pp., $30.00
With this translation of Ibn
Ezra’s commentary on Genesis
1-6, the insights on the Creation story of one of Judaism’s
great thinkers can be studied
firsthand. Rabbi Abraham ibn
Ezra (born 1189) was one of the

outstanding scholars of the Middle Ages. Though well
versed in many areas (poetry, grammar, philosophy
etc.), it is as Bible commentator that Ibn Ezra enjoys
enduring fame. His style of writing is extremely terse;
at the same time it encompasses the major literary and
scientific material works of his time. The numerous
annotations by Linetsky are of great help in order to
appreciate the thoughtfulness of Ibn Ezra’s comments,
which are especially rich on Genesis 1-3 (ca. 100 pages).
As the back cover states, “With this volume, readers of
English have a key to unlock a vast treasure of knowledge previously closed to them.”
Three Views on Creation
and Evolution
J. P. Moreland & John
Mark Reynolds, editors
Zondervan Publishing
House, 1999
296 pp., $17.99
This book informs
a b o u t t h re e d o m i n a n t
schools of thought in the
theological dialogue about
c re a t i o n a n d e vo l u t i o n :
young earth or recent creationism, old earth or progressive creationism,
and theistic evolution or “the fully gifted creation.” Qualified proponents of these major positions each present their different views on creation/evolution, tell why the controversy matters,
and describe the interplay between their understandings of science and theology. They end with
a personal letter of advice to a hypothetical student confronted with and open to all three perspectives. Each view is then responded to and critiqued by four scholars from different academic
disciplines (biblical studies/hermeneutics, theology, philosophy, and natural science), upon which
the chosen representatives give their concluding
feedback. Final reflections on the discussion are
offered by scientist Richard H. Bube and law professor Phillip E. Johnson. Both the contributors
to the book and the book’s organization guarantee a stimulating reading that will broaden the
understanding of the central issues in the creation-evolution dialogue.
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“In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth.”
(Genesis 1:1)
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